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European Deliberation 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Project Design 
My initial idea behind a project is based on the desire to investigate the level of deliberation in the 
European Union, and mainly an idea that we in our far more connected world, or in other words 
globalized world, would be able to use technology to our advantage in a citizen based policy 
decision-making. With the citizen-initiative put forth by the European Union; the citizens of the EU 
have the opportunity to gather signatures, and thus force the decision makers to take a stand on 
curtain issues.  
 
On the 14th November of 2012, 34,435 Unites States citizens petitioned the Obama 
administration to “Secure resources and funding, and begin construction of a Death Star by 2016.” 
(Web 1); a petition that according to US law demands a responds. 
 
With the European citizen initiative, the same response would be possible to but forward to the 
European Commission and the initiative takers will be offered a hearing in front of the European 
Parliament, but with one major difference; The European citizen initiative requires over 1,000,000 
citizen signatures from a minimum of 7 countries to mandate any kind of response (Web 2), along 
with a long list of other requirements that need to be fulfilled. 
 
The question that beckons is whether there would be a point to having such an initiative at all, if 
the requirements are so obscenely hard to fulfill, and compared to the American solution is high 
seen as signature/citizen. 
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Furthermore; is it even relevant to have an organ, that process these suggestions, if they are only 
mandating a response of any sort? Would it not be more productive to take a more deliberative 
approach to decision making, and try to establish a platform or a forum of any type, where citizens 
would be able to contribute to the legislative output of the European Union?  
 
Another interesting thing about the European citizen-initiative is how it can be used in an attempt 
to unite EU-citizens.  
Since one of the requirements of the European citizen-initiative, is that you need a curtain amount 
of people signing your initiative from a curtain amount of countries within the EU (Web 2), it 
would be fair to think that the initiatives would be formed in a way that they might appeal to more 
than one nation.  
 
This in turn might suggest that one would be able to observe the citizen-initiative as an attempt at 
Europeanization, or creating a European identity, for the citizens though groupings of opinion. It 
would be interesting to see if there is a connection between the initiatives put fourth, which is 
successful in gaining support, and the level of overall Europeanized ideas the initiative is based on.  
 
On the basis of these ideas and overall interests I will formulate a problem that my paper will be 
trying to give answer to. Furthermore, I would like to investigate this problem with a few research 
questions, as to both give the paper a more obvious red thread, and also to be able to structuralize 
the overall outcome of the analysis. 
These research questions 
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1.2 Problem 
To investigate these points I am putting forward the following Problem: 
 
“Can the European Citizen-initiative live up to standards of deliberation, and in which 
way does the actual initiatives show signs of European Identity?” 
 
1.2.1 Research Questions 
The following research questions will act as the overall red thread throughout the project, and the 
paper will thereby be structured around these, as to give a better reasoning for my choices. 
 
1. How and is it possible to standardize requirements for deliberation, and in this aspect what 
would be the normative requirements for the citizen-initiative, in order to analyze its 
degree of deliberation? 
2. How does the European Citizen-Initiative hold up to these normative requirements, and 
what consequences would it have, were it to fail these requirements? 
3. Is it possible that the citizen-initiatives brings more then just an attempt at deliberation, 
and could the citizen-initiative, bring European citizens closer together in other ways then 
just systemic parliamentarianism.   
 
 
1.3 Motivation 
The overall point of this paper, is to create a discussion about deliberation and whether it should 
be seen as an important factor in the European Union’s approach to democracy.  
I am aiming to write a paper that explains why deliberation is important and make a fair narrative 
definition of the term, which can be used to be compared with the current state of the EU 
initiatives. 
 
The overall motivation is based on an interest in the studies of the democratic field of legitimacy 
through citizen inclusion and deliberative democracy. The importance of these studies, is in my 
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opinion mainly based on an idea of a more direct approach to democracy which in some cases 
make sense, and in others has a very low level of practicality.  
 
I feel that it would be impractical to use a direct approach in all aspects of EU decision-making, 
which will be explained in my paragraph on limitations of this paper, but I still feel that some areas 
of the EU policy could benefit from a deliberative approach.  
 
I wanted to write a paper which looks at deliberation in a theoretical sense, and from this 
approach look at how the European citizen-initiative compare and what it contributes with in a 
democratic sense. 
 
 
1.4 Limitation 
In this paragraph I would like to describe the limits of this paper, both what I am going to include 
and what I won’t include. This paragraph will be use to insure that I do not say anything that isn’t 
actually is applicable, or that if I say something which might sound very general, that it is 
understood that I am only talking about this very limited subject. 
 
Firstly it has to be said that not everything written in this paper will be directly applicable to the 
EU since I am mainly talking within a theoretical perspective, and even though I am going to use 
the European citizen-initiative as a case for European deliberation, it might not have been meant 
to live up to standards like the once I am putting up in this paper.  
 
As said earlier I do not expect this paper to be directly applicable to many of the competences of 
the Union, such competences as competition rules of the internal marked (Web 3) would not gain 
much merit if the public had direct influence. Mainly the more technical aspects of the Unions 
competences, will in my opinion not have much gain, by being underlain public opinion or 
deliberation. On the other hand, such competences as cultural economic supplements or 
transportation (ibid.) might have a higher public interest, and it might therefore make sense to 
include the public in decision-making within these areas. 
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When it comes to time as a factor in this paper, my main focus will mainly be laying within the 
interval of the creation of the European citizen-initiatives creation in February 2011 (Web 2) till 
present day.  
 
I would like to use a normative approach to deliberation to compare to the European citizen-
initiative, and since this normative approach to deliberation will be based on my own views and 
opinions in the selection of theory, which will be described in the theoretical paragraph, it will not 
reflect a general setting and might only be applicable to this paper. This however does not mean 
that it is not relevant in a universal sense, and I am seeking to comment on the idea more than the 
technical effort as such. 
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2. Theory 
2.1 Overview  
In the Theoretical paragraph I will be explaining the theory I will be using in the analysis. This 
paragraph will be split into three parts. The first part will be on Deliberation and European 
Democracy, I will explain the term deliberation and its application. The second part of this 
paragraph will be describing some of the internal disputes in the field of deliberative democracy. 
And finally the last part of the paragraph will be on European Identity. 
 
2.2 European democracy and deliberation 
This paragraph will focus on the theory behind deliberation and democracy overall, and how it will 
it should be seen as a form of legitimacy creating devise in a democratic process, I will here create 
normative requirements of deliberation based on theory written by Kasper Møller Hansen, William 
Keith, Paula Cossart (Kock & Villadsen 2012) Heine Andersen (Andersen 2007: 382f) and in the 
second part Ildikó Kaposi (Kock & Villadsen 2012). I will also be using David Held (Held 2006), Amy 
Gutmann, Dennis Thompson (Gutmann & Thompson 1996) and again Heine Andersen (Andersen 
2007) to get an idea about different approaches within the field of Deliberative democracy. 
 
2.2.1 Basis of Deliberation 
This part will be about the general idea of deliberation in an historical context and how it has been 
perceived as a political tool. I am defining deliberation this way, to make as pure an ideal or 
narrative later on where I will be using these theoretical perspectives to define the basis 
requirements of a deliberative democracy. 
 
Deliberative democracy is mainly explained as a tradition of democracy which focuses on the 
equality of the speakers within the system (Hansen 2012: 14), and revolves around equality of 
opinion no matter the background of the speaker. It means that a discussion between policy 
makers would be described as the opposite of elitist, where the most educated and technical 
opinion would be seen as the most valid. Deliberative democracy is often seen in a context of 
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consensus democracy, where agreements are reached when everyone can agree on the problem 
and the solution (Hansen 2012: 15-16)  
 
Hansen describes how Rousseau see consensus as the optimal solution but do acknowledge, that 
consensus is a slow process and can be swapped with majority-democracy or -decisions if there 
must be a solution as fast as possible (Hansen 2012: 15). At the same time Hansen describes how 
the consensus has carried over to newer democratic theorist like Habermas. 
Heine Andersen describes Habermas’s way of thinking democracy, as an outcome of his focus on 
discourses and consensus, and he feels that for a democracy to be deliberative, it is important to 
have an equal discussion within the process of decision making (Heine 2007: 382). Unlike 
Rousseau however, Habermas does not feel the need to include everyone, as long as the system in 
power is able to represent the public discourse through legitimate democratic processes (ibid.: 
382f). 
 
Deliberation is mainly seen as a way to combat technocracy where a citizen’s interest is not 
protected (Hansen 2012: 18). According to Andrew Heywood, Rousseau’s idea is based on the 
mentality that a citizen, which has influence over the laws that citizen has to abide to, would have 
a greater incitement to uphold these laws (Heywood 2007: 78). Since society this way, is no longer 
a concern about “private will”, but rather the will to do what is right in accordance with an 
agreement, there would be fewer instances of where a citizen would go against the “general will”, 
as long as a citizen would act selflessly (ibid.) 
Heywood also offers a critic of Rousseau, since there is little way to distinguish between what a 
representative within the system, might explain as a “general will”, what Heywood calls “true will” 
and “felt wills”, it might become problematic if not based on a democracy with a relatively high 
transparency, and there is the fear of the system becoming totalitarian, where the government 
will implement “general will” on the behalf of the citizens (ibid.: 79). Though the do go on to say, 
that the general thinking’s of Rousseau is the basis of, much of modern liberal democratic thinking 
(ibid.). 
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Another important factor in the discussion of deliberation in a traditional sense is the concept of 
forums, mainly places where people can discuss ideas and make statements Keith and Cossart 
writes that the most important thing in deliberative democracy is the access to forums (Keith & 
Cossart 2012: 47f). They do explain that the access to a forum should not be seen as physical place 
necessary, but more a collection of ideas in some way gathered, such that a discussion might be 
made (ibid.: 48ff). Their focus is mainly on the right to assembly and the right to speak, but since 
this is not a problem today in the EU I will focus of the accessibility.  
 
Both Keith, Cossart and Hansen explain how the overall idea is that laymen and technocrats meet 
at the same level, and that their words are heard and considered with the same weight. At that in 
some of the forums, the possibility of just speaking once mind without context to the problem, 
would be just as valid as coming up with a direct solution. Normally it is expected that someone 
would bring up totally unrelated subjects in a discussion, but bringing up concerns must be seen as 
just as valid as an attempt to solve the problem. 
 
2.2.2 Narrative deliberation standards 
On the basis of the theoretical paragraph above I will now make a qualified practical bid at how 
some Narrative deliberation requirements might be today. This assessment of deliberation 
requirements shall be seen in a timely context and I will therefore incorporate theory on modern 
perspectives such as the creation of the internet will influence the use of deliberation from Ildikó 
Kaposi. 
 
To draw on the previous paragraph we can start out by looking at the need for equality of opinion. 
This requirement would mean that every citizen will be able to state their mind on equal terms no 
matter their background.  
This also means that all citizens should be able to enter in a discussion for which they do not 
necessarily have any technical knowledge about, but if they have concerns about the matter, it 
should be possible for them to enter the discussion without them having to base their arguments 
on a technical basis.  
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A second requirement would be that any citizen is actually able to enter in a discussion physically, 
which means that there has to be some kind of forum for them to make their opinion heard, this 
forum does not necessarily have to be a place or a meeting room. Kaposi writes about how the 
internet has created a new opportunity for a political arena, one where the agenda of the 
discussions is not necessarily set by politicians, and where public concerns can flourish in a more 
free dialog (Kaposi 2012: 122).  
She does at the same time put up the point that anonymity on the internet might create problems 
when it comes to create a sober discussion and respect of opinion, but goes on to say that the 
studies they made on the Hungarian election did not show a problem for the users of these forum 
(ibid.). On this basis we can set the second requirement as giving space to people’s opinion, either 
physical or in some manner of intercommunication.  
 
A third requirement for deliberation would be the opportunity for discussion within these forums. 
It is important, especially in the sense of reaching toward a consensus, that the citizens can reply 
to each other, and that all actors it the discussions have equal opportunity to be heard. This means 
that actors in the debate has to be able to reply to each other. Therefore the third requirement 
must be the possibility to discus and reach agreements within the forum.  
 
The fourth requirement would be the possibility to speak once mind in general, with every and any 
concern a citizen might have. This sound very impractical in a political discussion, but it is 
important for the citizens to be able to voice all opinions toward a subject, and as I said in the 
earlier paragraph (2.2.1), there would be a very low incitement for a citizen to give voice to 
unimportant or directly irrelevant opinions. 
 
The four standards: 
1. Equal weight of opinion – All citizens must be seen equal no matter their technical 
background. 
2. A Forum of communication – There must be an opportunity for citizens to voice their 
concern or opinion, in the sense that an actual discussion can take place between multiple 
agents. 
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3. An Open Internal discussion – There has to be a possibility for the citizens to discuss 
internally, in such a way that they can come to an agreement, and where everyone has the 
possibility to contribute. 
4. Creation of Discussion – It must be possible for any agent or single citizen to create and 
start a discussion. 
 
2.3 Disputes within deliberation 
Seeing the field of Deliberative Democracy through the eyes of these standards, one could ask if 
there might be a difference in the views on how to rank these standards, and/or if one 
requirement is more important than others. In the following part of the Theory paragraph I will 
attempt to explain different theoretical approaches to the subject. 
 
According to David Held, Claus Offe and Ulrich Preuss views deliberative democracy as a learning 
process, one in which a the goal is to evolve as a participant, and not necessarily where to goal is 
to reach a final decision (Held 2006: 233). Held explains that one cannot estimate people’s 
processes and judgments as fixed and final thing within the deliberative democracy, but rather a 
question of the leaning potential within a discussion or a debate, and how this can be improved if 
not working (ibid.)  
 
This approach to Deliberative Democracy is focused on a very qualitative oriented method of 
assessing deliberation. David Held writes how important especially the discussion and validation of 
a participant’s statement is in itself (Held 2006: 233). This justification of statements happens 
through interaction with other participants and how these react to statements (ibid.). Thus the 
discussion in itself, and thereby the actual statements, as a reactionary form might be more 
important than then the participants. A statement of which merits a larger reaction might here be 
valued as more deliberative.  
Habermas does in many ways support this qualitative method of deliberative approach and is 
more concerned about the internal discussion, and the discourse formed within, and outside the 
deliberation (Andersen 2007: 382). He feels that the deliberative approach should protect the 
citizens from elitism, but does not think that an all-inclusive debate is necessary for this to happen 
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(ibid.: 383). In Habermas’s opinion, the debate will and should follow a general discourse or 
discourses, which will represent the opinion of society as a whole, and with this approach, any 
representative discussion would be based on the interest and wishes of the society (ibid.:382f). 
 
Another way to view deliberation, is seeing is as a more qualitative measurement, and within 
these parameters, how the public as a whole can change “it’s” mind. Held explains how decisions 
made on the basis of deliberation will be better suited to withstand the test of public opinion, 
since the participants of the deliberation would represent those, for whom the decision is made 
(Held 2006: 237). Here he introduces the view that the goal of deliberation is to accumulate 
opinions and address discussions in a way that, will enable the decision to withstand public 
criticism, since the decision is grounded on deliberative policy (ibid.). 
 
This way deliberation can be viewed by measure of participants, and the amount of opinion within 
a discussion. Deeming a decisions either deliberative or non-deliberative, on the basis of inputs 
and its ability to withstand the public inquiry and tests (Held 2006: 237). 
 
Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson explains deliberation in a different way, where it revolves 
around liberty, but with two different approaches (Gutmann & Thompson 1996: 200f). One 
approach focuses on the amount of liberty within a society, and with that a decision can be 
deliberative, as long as it furthers liberty among citizens (ibid.: 201ff). Within the liberty approach 
a discussion, or a deliberation, does not have to include everyone, but rather focusses on the 
discussion itself, and if there within the discussion is taken actions that would improve liberty for 
all, and as such represents as broad a public as possible (ibid.).  
 
Where the Liberty approach has a focus on the content of a discussion, the second approach 
focusses on Opportunity, or equality (Gutmann & Thompson 1996: 208ff). The Opportunity 
approach is more focused on having a more supportive society, and as such does not speak on 
others behalf (ibid.). Within this approach there must be an equal debate for an optimal output, 
and thus, there is a focus on the participants and their inclusion in a debate (ibid.). 
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Like with Held, we see the two approaches as a mechanism to make a practical society, but with 
the different support of requirements. The Liberty approach is a more qualitative approach to 
deliberative thinking with their focus on content (Gutmann & Thompson 1996: 233f), were as the 
Opportunity approach is a more participatory way, with their focus on the distribution of 
participants and the distribution of participation within a discussion (ibid.). 
 
2.4 European Identity 
In this paragraph I will be talking about European identity and how there is a movement from a 
national state of mind, to a more European way of thinking as a citizen. 
 
Matthew Loveless and Robert Rohrschneider writes about the “WE” feeling of the European 
citizens, where citizens stop identifying themselves as National citizens, for example as a German 
or an Italian citizen, and instead identifies as a European (Loveless & Rohrschneider 2011: 13). The 
overall discussion is based on weather a European identity will enable to Union to gain some kind 
of democratic legitimacy (ibid.). But it seems like there are problems with this identification – most 
people is reluctant to identify themselves as European citizens and Loveless and Rohrschneider 
writes that theorists suggest multiple reasons, one would be the loss of national identity and the 
“feeling of we” that has been build up from participating in the society (ibid.: 13f), other 
suggestions says that it is foreign influences such as the debate about third country nationals, or 
the ever expanding Union, that might scare people from an identification of European citizenship.  
 
The whole thing is mainly boiling down to symbolic and the idea of shared symbols (Loveless & 
Rohrschneider 2011:14). Viktoria Kaina and Ireneusz Pawel Karolewski writes about the 
Manipulations of these symbols and how creating shared symbols can influence the citizen’s self-
identification (Kaina & Karolewski 2013: 33). They use the common currency, the Euro, as an 
example of how an everyday use of something as small as currency can make a connection 
between different nationals and how they identify (ibid.) 
They also write that even though some citizens might be reluctant to absorb some symbols and 
reject others, this does not automatically mean a failure to adapt to a European identity, but 
rather an acceptance of European diversity (ibid.: 34).   
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3. Methodology 
3.1 Overview 
In the following paragraph I will be describing the Methodology of the paper. In the first part of 
the paragraph I will be describing the use of Case Study, I will also in this part describe the case 
itself and I will be describing some of the pitfalls that might occur when using case study as 
methodology.  In the second part of the paragraph I will be explaining my use of theory, what 
choices I made, and how I will apply it in the analysis. Finally in the third part of the paragraph I 
will be describing the use of standards of deliberation and especially how it is combined with the 
two different approaches to deliberation. 
 
3.2 Case Study 
In this part of the Methodology I will explain the way I am using case study to describe 
deliberation, and how to interpret the analytical results of such from a readers point. I will be 
explaining the case itself, and also the pit-falls and gains of such an analytical methodology. 
 
The overall case study will focus on the European Citizen-initiative of 2011 (Web 2), which enables 
citizens and organizations to formulate initiatives which partitions, followed that the fulfill curtain 
requirements, the Commission to give an answer and, gives the initiative-makers the opportunity 
to make a statement in a public hearing before the Parliament.  
 
To analyze this case study, I will be examining three different initiatives, in three different stages 
of the process. One initiative will be an incomplete initiative in the sense that the commission has 
not yet responded to the case yet. One will be an Initiative that has gone through the entire 
process and has received a response from the Commission. The last initiative I will be examining, is 
a failed initiative, which has not managed to fulfill the requirements of support.  
 
3.2.1 The requirements 
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I would like to briefly define the requirements which an initiative will have to live up to, in order to 
go through the screening process and receive a response from the Commission and a public 
hearing in the Parliament. 
 
- A citizen wishing to put forth a citizen-initiative will have to take the following actions:  
Form a citizens committee of at least seven EU citizens with residency in seven different EU 
countries (Web 2). 
- The members of the committee must all be of the legal voting age in their own nation 
(generally 18, except Austria where the legal age is 16) (Web 2). 
 
- The Initiative cannot be run by an organization, but organizations can support the Initiative if 
they do so fully transparent (Web 2). 
 
- The Initiative has to be backed by at least one million EU citizens, from at least seven out of 
the 28 countries within the Union (Web 2). 
 
- Each member state has a minimum requirement of signatories (Web 2), for example, the 
minimum signatory requirement for Denmark would be 9750, if this is counted as one of the 
seven countries (Web 4). 
 
- The Initiative has to be put fourth within a field where the Commission has power to propose 
legislation (Web 2). 
 
3.2.2 The chosen Initiatives 
To exemplify the case study I have chosen to focus on three main initiatives as representatives of 
the European Citizen-Initiative. The three specific initiatives I have chosen is as following: 
 
The first initiative I have chosen is an initiative that has not yet received an answer from the 
commission. This Initiative is called “European Initiative for Media Pluralism” and is suggesting a 
change of existing laws or a new law that insures a more generalized interpretation of freedom of 
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the media, in such a way as to protect the media within the Union, and put pressure on member 
states that might not live up to the current standards (Web 5) (Web 6). 
 
The second Initiative is a successful initiative that has managed to live up the requirements for a 
citizen-initiative (see 3.2.1). This initiative is called “One of Us” and seeks to establish generalized 
rules on experimentation on Human Embryos, and establish a ban on destruction of Human 
Embryos (Web 7) (Web 8). An interesting fact about this initiative is the subtle undertones of an 
interest in banning abortions, but it would seem that the Commission ignores this almost 
completely in their answer, except referring to some laws and Competences on Maternity and 
some on Sexuality (Web 9: 7ff). 
 
The third initiative is an initiative which has not managed to live up to the requirements of the 
European citizen-initiative (see 3.2.1). This initiative is called “High Quality European Education for 
All” and was trying to create a forum for “parents, teachers, students, social partners, educators 
and decision-makers” (Web 10) to discuss ways to raise the level of education in Europe, and at 
the same time insure and create goals for future generations (Web 10) (Web 11). The initiative did 
not get a response from the Commission or a hearing in the Parliament, and therefore ended as an 
idea. 
 
I am splitting my case study up this way, to analyze if there is any differences in the level of 
deliberation according to the standards I have but up for such (see 2.2.2) and if there could be a 
correlation between a successful initiative, and the deliberative approach they use, in the sense 
that a deliberative initiative might be more successful than an non-deliberative initiative. 
 
3.2.3 Methodological pitfalls 
An important factor in any paper is the relevance of the subject and the contribution to general 
knowledge. According to Robert Donmoyer one of the biggest problems with modern science, 
whether it be natural or social, is the problem of generalizability (Donmoyer 2009: 46ff). 
Donmoyer explains that the problem within social science might very well be a problem of 
paradigms, and that one must make a choice before being able to say anything. This choice is 
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about the meaning of the investigative area. He himself use learning as an example, where one 
first have to define “leaning” before you can say one program produce more "learning then 
another (Donmoyer 2009: 49). 
 
In the case of my paper, the same has been done with the term “deliberative”. If I am to say 
anything in this paper I must clarify what I mean by deliberative, and how it can be used and is 
going to be used in the analysis, and in this instance how I can measure  
“deliberativeness”. This has been done in the Theory paragraph (see 2.2), but I will also be defining 
the use of the term and the different approaches in the part of my Methods on Standards of 
Deliberation (see 3.4). 
 
Another Challenge that Donmoyer put forward, is whether a case can even reflect reality or not 
(Donmoyer 2009: 47ff). The problem might be that a specific case might not be a reflection, which 
is why he explains it at an intensive study (ibid.: 48). No the case itself might indeed not be able to 
reflect a larger area, but it will be able to test out a way of thinking, or a  
method of approach. Harry Eckstein is agreeing with these challenges and ads that the main 
objective of the case study is to test and build up a tool for use in other instances (Eckstein 2009: 
121ff). The test of the tool as well as the validity of a case, is the reusability of the tools created 
within a case study (ibid.).  
 
Like Donmoyer, I do not pretend to be able to explain political deliberation or non-deliberation on 
the basis of this case study. By I do expect to be able to test of my methods in a way that would 
reflect the fairness of my requirements, and maybe also the usability of my approach. I can 
however no do a reproduction of Method to test my tools as Eckstein suggest do to time and 
paper limit, in the sense that I would have to do a whole new paper after I have tested the tools 
out the first time. This means that the validity of my tool, only will stand its test, whenever of if it 
is used in another context.  
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3.3 Use of Theory 
The paragraph will be describing my use of theory in practice and how I am going to tie the 
different ends together to make sense of the analysis. 
 
The main analysis of this paper will be compiled into two parts; the first part will be revolve 
around the narrative deliberative requirements and how these requirements is or is not applicable 
to the case study of the European citizen-initiative. The Theoretical framework will be describing 
how deliberation works overall, and how to insure a level of deliberation, there are curtain thing in 
the center of the understanding of deliberation. 
 
Deliberation in this project has been revolving around the tradition of deliberation, and how 
deliberation as a concept has been see, I have used this to create four requirements of a 
successful deliberative system of my own.  
 
But is I wrote in the paragraph on limitations of the paper (1.4), I do not believe they would be 
applicable to all part of the EU, therefore the case study, the justification for which will be 
included in the next paragraph (3.3). Here I will look at the goal of the citizens-initiative, the 
initiatives themselves and compare them to the requirements I have but up, to make an estimate 
of successes and failures. 
 
The second part of the analysis will consist of a look at how the citizen-initiative might contribute 
to forming, attributing or be a symbol of a European Identity. 
I intend to use the theory on European identity to explain why so many of the initiatives are based 
upon cross-national problems, and why many, if not all, of the successful once are based upon 
overall European problems.  
At the same time I noticed that many of the successful initiatives use a specific wording, that 
overall is based upon curtain subjects that might be explained by theory on European identity.  
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All of this will end up in a general discussion on how the European citizen-initiative might be 
realizing multiple whishes from the EU, and not just contributing as a direct communication line 
between citizens and the institutions.  
 
3.4 Standards of Deliberation 
In this part of the Methods paragraph I will explain how the different approaches would value my 
four requirements of deliberation, and how the approaches would interpreted each requirement. 
I will explain this through the use of a model and this model will also be used in the analysis as a 
guide to the structure of the analysis of the initiatives, this model will be derived from what I 
wrote in the Theoretical paragraph (See 2.2 & 2.3): 
 
Requirements/Approach Qualitative Approach  Quantitative Approach 
1.  Equal Weight of Opinion With the qualitative approach, 
the goal would be to have a 
discussion which represents 
as broad viewpoint as 
possible, this would mean that 
an opinion would be 
measured by the amount of 
people it would represent. If 
you are speaking for few 
people, you would not have 
the same say as a 
representative of a larger 
amount of people. The main 
reason for this, is that the 
Qualitative approach does not 
focus on the number of 
people present, but rather the 
With the quantitative 
approach, the goal would be 
to include as many people as 
possible, because no one can 
actually speak on another’s 
behalf. The point here is to 
insure that every aspect is 
covered, and with that 
mindset that everyone has 
specific need and different 
approaches, maybe the 
solution would come from 
somewhere unexpected. 
Therefor any opinion would 
matter equally, no matter 
how many people any one 
agent might represent. 
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content of what is said and 
how this would represent. 
2.  A Forum of Communication The Forum is seen as a place 
for communication between 
agents that represents curtain 
people, you might represent 
one person or you might be 
representing 1000 people, but 
there is no requirement for 
the Forum to be open for all, 
as long as all citizen-groups 
are represented as well as 
possible. 
The Forum is seen as an open 
space of discussion. Everyone 
who wants to be a part of the 
debate can come here and 
take part. There is no 
difference between a single 
person and representative of 
a group, and the more people 
that participates, the better. 
3.  An Open Internal 
Discussion 
Everyone is able to contribute 
to the debate, but overall the 
agent representing or rather 
the biggest group will have 
the better claim to coming up 
with final solution. The focus 
on the internal discussion will 
be to have a more discourse 
oriented debate, and in the 
end assure that a solution is 
reached with a somewhat 
consensus minded approach. 
Everyone is able to contribute 
to the debate. The focus of 
the open discussion will be to 
have as many participants 
included as possible. Everyone 
should have the same 
possibilities to speak, and the 
focus of the debate will be to 
reach a majority agreement, 
as close to consensus as 
possible. Since everyone 
should speak for themselves 
and more is better, there is no 
reason for the debate to be 
based on public discourse. 
4.  Creation of Discussion Anyone should as such be able 
to create a discussion. There is 
Anyone should be able to 
create a discussion. Since one 
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no limit to the group size, but 
discussions based on larger 
groups, would evidently have 
a higher validity or 
importance, since it would 
reflect the society better. 
person is as valid as a group, 
the only hope is that the 
discussion will be relevant 
enough for multiple citizens 
and agents to participate, and 
this way have a more diverse 
discussion. 
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4. Analysis  
4.1 Overview 
The following paragraph will contain the analysis of the case study, and will be split into a to part 
analysis. The first part of the analysis will describe the Union and the European Citizen-Initiative. 
This part of the analysis will be grounded on the standards of deliberation, which I chose in the 
theoretical paragraph (see 2.2), it will also contain a description of the wishes and goals of the 
European Union, as to explain the factors behind the creation of the citizen-initiative. 
The Second part of this paragraph will contain an analysis of other factors that the citizen-initiative 
might bring, here I will focus on the use of theory on the subject of European Identity (see 2.3), 
and try to analyze if the idea of the citizen-initiative is able to produce some sort of collective 
identity or symbols that represents such an identity. 
 
4.2 The Union and Deliberation 
The following part of this paragraph will contain my analysis on the European Union and its use of 
deliberation in the process of decision making. I will be using a case study as described in the 
paragraph on Methodology (see 3.2), and I will be using the standards of deliberation that I 
created through the theoretical framework I am using (see 2.2 & 3.4). 
 
4.2.1 The changes to the union 
With the Lisbon Treaty, there have been a slight change of focus within the union, from one of a 
market perspective, till now also an inclusion of human wellbeing and cultural value (Piris & 
Merkel 2010: 73f). The Union attempts to incorporate social values and the democratic values into 
the treaty in such a way, that member states and future member states will be accountable for 
these values. A good examble of this would be the edition of the objective for the Union to 
“[combating of] social exclusion and discrimination” (ibid.). 
 
With the Lisbon Treaty some institutional changes also occurred, which empowered, among 
others, the citizens and the national parliaments (Piris & Merkel 2010: 204). Also a weakening in 
the sense of institutionalization of the Commission, made the power balance towards the 
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Parliament less noticeable, which again strengthened the direct public democratic power (ibid.) 
Other factors such as the direct empowerment of the parliament should increase the democratic 
legitimacy of the European Union towards its citizens (Ibid.: 325f). 
 
These changes has in many ways influenced the focus of the following years since then, and an 
overall assessment, would be that there has been a shift in the EU, whereas before there were a 
focus on trade and in general international interaction, it is now equally important to take care of 
the citizens directly, and make them a part of the system. 
 
One of the things Piris and Merkel does bring up is the seemingly need for legitimacy within the 
union through direct empowerment of the EU citizens (Piris & Merkel 2010: 325f). Though another 
approach would suggest that this would be up to the member states themselves. Andrew 
Moravcsik does not see the problem in the same sense as the EU might at this point (Moravcsik 
2002: 3). Moravcsik put up a few requirements of democratic legitimacy, and within these 
requirements he formulates, that as long as member states are democratic, so is the EU. With the 
strong link between member states and the EU and with the empowerment of the Parliament, 
Moravcsik suggest that in reality the focus is wrong, and that the EU will be legitimate, as long as 
the individual member states is legitimate (ibid.: 3f). Other actors contributing to the debate is 
Moravcsik’s side Majone, who also feels that the European Union in general receive indirect 
legitimacy, and that this should be enough (Hix & Føllesdal 2006: 537). And on the other side we 
have Hix and Føllesdal, who argue that indirect legitimacy might not be enough, and that the 
Union with increasing power should legitimize itself (ibid.:550ff). 
 
Overall the discussion can be interpreted in such a way, that a growing concern for the EU is how 
to legitimize itself, and remove any thoughts of democratic deficit in the public opinion. To do this, 
it would seem, the Union has taken actions toward a much more citizens focused approach and 
attempts to incorporate the citizens more directly in the decision making of the Union. 
 
According to the Treaty on European Union (TEU) Article 10: “1. The function of the Union shall be 
founded on representative democracy… 4. Every citizen shall have the right to participate in the 
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democratic life of the Union.” – (Piris & Merkel 2010: 114). With this statement from the EU, we 
see that what could be interpreted as a more deliberative approach to democracy is actually what 
the Union wants. And with the creation of the citizens-initiative, they now have the tools to do 
so… or do they? 
 
4.2.2 What has the citizen initiative contributed to so far?  
Since the start of the citizen-initiative in 2011, there have been all in all three proposals going 
through to the next stage. The three initiatives are very different in content, but are all concerning 
relatively big themes in a general debate (Web 12) (Web 13).  
 
In an overall perspective, the decisions made on the basis of the initiatives put forth by citizens is a 
very small part of the collective decisions made in the EU and the fact that it can be relatively 
easily be rejected, suggest that the notion, of the citizen-initiative as a contributing factor for a 
more deliberative European Union, might not be true.  
 
However, looking into the procedure of the citizen-initiative, it does give the initiative creators the 
opportunity to make their case in front of the European Parliament (Web 2). Giving the initiative 
creators the opportunity to explain and elaborate on their proposal, would be considered as the 
foundation of a deliberative notion. 
By letting the public talk on their own behalf, we are moving away from a standard representative 
way of decision making, though it will be up to the Commission to reject or let the proposal go 
through.  
 
Seeing that no more than three initiatives have been able to live up the requirements and gone 
through to the next stage, in the last four years and that more than seven times that many 
proposals has either failed to live up to the requirements or been withdrawn (Web 14) (Web 15), it 
would seem that the citizen-initiative is having a hard time to contribute to the overall policy-
making within the EU. 
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To actually say something about the contribution of deliberation from the citizen-initiative, I will 
be using the standards of deliberation on each of the three Initiatives I have chosen. These should 
be able to reflect the general initiatives, but might have a few differences.  
 
4.2.3 Do the Initiatives actually contribute to deliberation? 
To estimate weather the European Citizen-initiative is really contributing to making the EU a more 
deliberate democracy, I will look at each of the chosen Initiatives and evaluate how they live up to 
each of the four narrative standards of deliberation. 
 
The first Initiative 
The first initiative I will be analyzing is the initiative “European Initiative for Media Pluralism”, 
which as I wrote earlier is an attempt to generalize rules on media laws on a European level.  
 
The first standard of deliberation would be the requirement for equal weight of opinion, and 
considering the general rules of the citizen-initiative, each initiative will have to create a citizen-
committee (see 3.2.1). This citizen committee would in principle insure some sort of opinion 
diversity, and at the same time, invite more people to insure that a productive debate can be 
created. With seven equal members of a committee to organize the signatures and the eventual 
debates within the initiatives, the rules put forth by the union should insure some sort of 
deliberative measure in there will be more than one person in charge, who can make every 
decision alone.  
From a qualitative perspective this does not pose a problem since there would be some 
representation, though the requirement of no organizations being able to create or participate in 
the handling of an initiative would be seen as problematic, since they represent much larger 
groups and thereby a more valid opinion in a discussion.  
From a quantitative perspective, that fact that there is no limit to the size of the committee is a 
good thing, but seeing as the actual numbers of members on almost all of initiatives are somewhat 
low, compared the amount of signatures might be problematic, and with this approach it would be 
worrying if the members of the committee had a larger say then the people signing the initiative. 
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For the European Initiative for Media Pluralism specifically there is no way of knowing whether 
there is an equal weight of opinion, since the discussion is not laid out publicly (Web 6). 
The second standard of deliberation is the Forum of Communication, and with this specific 
Initiative there is no real discussion forum, they do however have some means of direct 
communication through Facebook and Twitter (Web 6). But these are used very one way minded, 
and in a relatively non-discussion oriented way (Web 16).  
Seen from a qualitative standpoint the forum does not necessarily have to give access to all who 
wants to participate, as long as they are represented, and since there is the option of being 
represented through a signature of a membership of a Facebook site, being able to be represented 
the debate is a valid answer to the requirement. 
For the quantitative approach however, the fact that no one can participate in any form of debate 
except the members of committee, it has to be seen as a failure to live up to this standard. 
 
The third standard is that of the Open Internal debate. Since there is no open internal debate, 
hence the second standard, it would be a matter of whether there is an Open debate within the 
committee. This would be an important factor for the qualitative approach, since the 
representation might be enough as long as there is a debate within, but since there is no way of 
knowing, I am unable to say if this requirement would be fulfilled with this approach. 
With the quantitative approach, this is a straight out failure to live up to this requirement. But if 
there are no evidence of an open debate, it cannot be open at all and therefore should be 
considered a failure in both approaches. 
 
The fourth standard, is mainly for the whole idea of the citizen-initiative to live up to, and I will 
therefore come back to this one, in the end of the part of the analysis. 
 
Overall was this specific Initiative not doing to well in fulfilling the requirements or standards that I 
put up, mainly because of their closed and presumable small amount of members in the 
discussion. Seen from a qualitative approach, one might be able to argue for the fulfillment of the 
requirements, but even so their process is so closed, that it is impossible to know, and therefore I 
do not deem that this Initiative lives up to the requirements. 
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The second Initiative 
The second initiative is “One of us” which work with problematizing experiments on Human 
Embryos. This Initiative managed to get a response from Commission, and a public hearing in the 
Parliament. 
 
The first Standard of Deliberation, the equal weight of opinion, is again a matter of approach, since 
the way the initiatives work, is you letting other people speak on your behalf through a signature, 
one might with the qualitative approach see this requirement as fulfilled, since there is a 
representation of people. But again it depends on the Committee of the initiative, and this time 
we have the names of all of the members of the committee in the different countries (Web 8). If 
these “ambassadors” of the initiative have equal say in the discussions, the fulfillment of this 
requirement would be done, but again since I can’t observe the closed meetings I am unable to 
say if there is an equal weight of opinion. From a quantitative approach it is impossible to say, 
since there might be a misrepresentation in the sense that not everyone is being included in the 
discussions, and thus, the requirements for this standard must be deemed a failure. 
 
The Second Standard of Deliberation, the Forum of Communication, is both doing better and 
worse in this initiative. They do not have any media platform of debating on the internet, but they 
do manage to create events for people to join in a discussion such as a press conference and a 
support event in Paris (Web 8). Here people would have the possibility to interact with each other, 
and debate their viewpoints on the matter. Also this initiative is backed by multiple organizations 
(Web 7) which represents their members, and as such contribute to the furthering of the amount 
of people included in the discussion. 
Seen from a qualitative viewpoint, this standard must be seen as a fulfillment of the requirements 
in the sense that there have been multiple organizations with a part in the process of the initiative, 
and also the possibility for representatives to act and debate on behalf of their organization and 
the members of these.  
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From a quantitative approach once again it might be problematic that there is no real forum, but 
the fact that that have held press conferences, would suggest there have been a forum for 
discussion in some way, and that this forum would be relatively open, and with that a fulfillment 
of the requirement. 
 
The third Standard of Deliberation, the open internal discussion, is again almost impossible to say 
anything about, since there is no real way of figuring out how the discussions went.  
From a qualitative perspective, that fact that organizations had a say in this initiative in would 
suggest that there must have been some representation of opinion within the debate, but again it 
is not visible, and is therefore neither a success nor a failure.  
From a quantitative perspective the problem of inclusion seems to keep rising, but here it would 
be interesting to see how much influence the organizations actually had, mainly because it would 
be possible to see if there were a higher influence among organizations with more members, 
which would be against the quantitative agenda. But again I can’t say if the requirements are 
fulfilled or not. Though it might be said that the discussions are in fact not open at all since I 
cannot participate myself or be represented, and therefore a failure within both approaches. 
 
The second initiative, “one of us”, did fair slightly better than the first, but there is still a problem 
with participation and openness. Again I might be considered represented in a qualitative 
approach when I contribute with a signature, but then again I am not allowed to participate 
actively so in a quantitative approach it would be seen as a complete failure. 
 
The Third Initiative 
The third initiative is the “High Quality European Education for All” initiative, which worked 
towards giving a better platform of communication between stakeholders in the European 
Education system (Web 10) (Web 11). This Initiative did not manage to get sufficient support for 
an answer from the Commission. 
 
The first Standard of Deliberation, equal weight of opinion, has in this initiative a better chance of 
success then the two previous. Since this initiative are using both organizations to represent 
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interest groups, are holding forums for discussion and has Facebook site, the possibility of being 
heard might be better, but that does not necessarily mean that everyone has an equal voice. It is 
actually possible for me to look at a resume of an event held by the committee of this initiative, 
called “World Forum for Democracy 2013” (Web 17). And in this resume there is a summary of a 
discussion and the names of the participants. On the homepage of the actual event, it is stated 
that this meeting is an annual event in Strasbourg, for “leaders, opinion-makers, civil society 
activists, representatives of business, academia, media and professional groups to debate key 
challenges for democracies worldwide.” (Web 18). With this information it seems like an ordinary 
citizen would have a hard time being heard, but that organization and public figures would be able 
to represent those that had an interest. 
From a qualitative approach, this would be optimal conditions for productive discussion that could 
lead to a consensus and thus the requirement of equal weight of opinion would be fulfilled. 
From a quantitative approach however there would still be a problem of the amount of 
participants. Compared to the two other initiatives, this is a great step in the right direction, but 
seen out of context, the requirements would not be met. 
 
The second Standard of Deliberation, the forum of communication, would though these means of 
communication that being a Facebook site, actual debate events and so on, be pretty successful. 
From a qualitative approach the requirements of a forum for debating is fully met. 
However again from a quantitative approach, there would be a problem if the public is limited. 
This does not mean that the requirement is not met, since the actual forum is there, it might just 
be a problem of justifying once participation in the debate, and therefore not a forum without 
barriers of entry. 
 
The third Standard of Deliberation, an open internal discussion, is once again fairing much better 
than the others, within the parameters of this initiative. Since there is a debate forum where 
everyone within the discussion can talk freely, it is now possible for an open debate. 
From a qualitative approach, this would again be seen as almost optimal settings and the 
requirements would be considered as met, a problem might be that there is no way to insure that 
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organizations would be weight according to their size, and as such would there be a 
misrepresentation, were a decision to come to a vote. 
From a quantitative approach, this solution is far from perfect, size there is a limit to who is 
allowed to actually participate in the debate. However with some work, interested citizens might 
be allowed to participate, and this way it would be seen as a near success. Though seen out of 
context, this would still not be regarded as deliberative. 
 
This third initiative did fair a lot better than the two previous and as such met most of the 
requirements. From a qualitative approach, this would be a near perfect example of deliberation, 
however from a quantitative approach the same problem occurs again and again, and that is the 
problem of participation. 
 
The fourth standard of deliberation 
The fourth standard of deliberation, the possibility of creating discussions, I found more relevant 
to analyze in a general sense. I will therefore analyze this standard of deliberation on the basis of 
the requirements of making an initiative. 
Generally speaking the two approaches agree that anyone should be allowed to create an 
initiative, however there are some slight problems. 
From a qualitative approach the general problem would mainly be, that an organization is not 
allowed to create an initiative, and is therefore prohibited from creating a debate in this aspect. 
Overall from this perspective the requirements of the fourth standard would be fulfilled, except 
the one regarding representation. However since the most important thing is a qualified 
discussion, a single citizen could act on the behalf of an organization and thus become 
representative of the group. 
From a qualitative perspective this is the perfect deliberative solution to the European Citizen-
Initiative. Since everyone can equally create discussions, and that there are no limits of how many 
one can create, it would be the majority of people that decided which discussions where relevant 
for the Union, and thus deliberative. 
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4.3 European Citizen-Initiative and Identity 
In this part of the analysis I will explain how the European Citizen-Initiative might contribute to a 
feeling of European Identity, and in reality is a symbol of the cross-national identity that the EU 
might be trying to create.  
 
4.3.1 Has the citizen-initiative failed? 
Looking at the analysis above one might come the conclusion the European Citizen-Initiative has 
failed in accommodating the wishes of the Union, and creating a more incorporated system for the 
citizens to take part in the Union and its policy process.  
 
While one might be true, that the initiatives did not all live up to the requirements of the 
standards of deliberation, it might not have been a complete failure. 
According to Loveless and Rohrschneider the lack of legitimacy in the European Union might as 
well come from a general lack of demos that prohibits the people of identifying themselves as 
“Europeans” (Loveless & Rohrschneider 2011: 11). But how then do you push towards this 
European Identity? 
 
One “tool” that might be used is shared symbols of identity, such as flags, music, cultural 
references and so forth. According to Kaina and Karolewski the EU is trying to manipulate cultural 
symbol, as to create a shared identity between citizens within the Union (Kaina & Karolewski 2013: 
33), and the European Citizen-Initiative might just be one such symbol. 
 
If we look at some of the Initiatives many of them is striving towards a more fair and cooperative 
Europe, with wordings such as “Secure a fairer Europe”, “Encouraging a stronger cooperation 
between EU Member States” (Web 19) and “Single Communication Tariff” (Web 20). Of course it 
can be said that the requirements of the initiatives would naturally make the initiatives more 
revolved around the EU and the single marked. But that would indeed be the manipulation of 
symbols. Ensuring that the entire dialog and all of the subject will be focused on relevant subject 
of the EU, might make citizens feel like the Union is even more powerful and important than it 
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actually is. By manipulating the symbols in such a way, that they create a need or a cultural 
coherency, it will create the seed in the mind of a similar people, one people. That is exactly what 
the EU is perceived as, a collection of similar minded people (Kaina & Koralewski 2013: 34). 
 
When speaking of the Union and making citizens evaluate the importance of the union, the 
citizen-initiative is contributing as a symbol of incorporation and thus contributing to the creation 
of a European Identity. Whit this European Identity and the public identifying themselves as 
European, it is possible for the Union to gain legitimacy. Thus it does not necessarily have a 
function, much like a flag today does not have a point, for it to become a symbol of Europe. 
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5. Conclusion 
“Can the European Citizen-initiative live up to standards of deliberation, and in which way does the 
actual initiatives show signs of European Identity?” 
 
Seeing that there were a generally low amount of standards of deliberation included in the 
initiatives in general, and that the one that managed to actually come close to a useable solution 
did not make it through to the Commission, I think it is fair to say that there are no direct 
correlation between deliberativeness and the successfulness of an initiative.  
 
This however does not mean that there are not a potential for deliberation in the Initiatives, and 
most of the Initiatives gains validity though consent of signature, and in this way represented the 
public opinion. It would seem that the requirements of the qualitative approach might be easier to 
live up to than the requirements of the quantitative approach.  
 
This does makes sense and to be practical I do not find it realistic to get 200.000 – 1.000.000 
people in a forum together without a total chaos breaking out. That way the qualitative approach 
might be deemed a more practical solution, but still a solution that requires more then have been 
seen so far by some of the initiatives. 
 
It can furthermore be concluded that the European Citizen-Initiative does more, than just create 
an opportunity for a more deliberative democratic process in the European Union. Other than 
support the claim of the Union, that they want to include citizens in the democratic process, the 
citizen-initiative also works as a symbol of European identity. Helping to create shared ideas and 
supporting citizen collaboration across borders, the European Citizen-Initiative is supporting the 
idea of a shared Europe and with that is a symbol of European Identity. 
 
 
I would put forth the answer that it was a mixture of the two. There are elements of deliberation 
to be seen in the   
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